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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ALABAMA
SOUTHERN DIVISION

STANLEY BRENT CHATMAN, )
)
Plaintiff, )
)
V. ) Civil Action Number
) 2:17-cv-01952-AKK-SGC
COIl KENNEDY D. ROY, et al., )
)
Defendants. )

MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER

The magistrate judge entered a reporBAagust 28, 2019recommending the
Defendants'motion for summary judgment be granted in part and denied in part.
Doc. 27. The magistrate judge recommended the motion be granted with respect to
Stanley Brent Chatmé&n(1) Fourteenth Amendment excessive force claims against
Officer KennedyRoy and lieutenantMohammadlenkins, (2Eighth Amendment
excessive drce claims based on allegations Roy spragéide extinguisher into
Chatmars cell and Jenkins udeSabre Red Cell buster, and (3) any constitutional
claim based on Roy’s refusal to alld®hatmanto use the phoneld. at 17. The
magistrate judge recommended the motion be denied with respEtiatman’s
Eighth  Amendment excessive force claimegarding Roy allegetly spraying
Chatmanin the faceawith a fire extinguisheand Jenkins allegédslapping Chatman

andsprayinghim with a chemicahgent in the hallwayld. at 1718. Although the
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parties were advised of their right to file specific written objections within fearte
days, no objections have been received by the.court

Having carefully reviewed and consideréel novo all the materials in the
court file, including the report and recommetiola, the magistrate judge’s report is
ADOPTED and the recommendatisrareACCEPTED. Accordingly, the court
ORDERS that theDefendants’ motion for summary judgmentGRANTED with
respect to (1jhe Fourteenth Amendment excessive force claims against Roy and
Jenkins, (2jhe Eighh Amendment excessive force claims based on allegations Roy
sprayed Chatman’'sell with a fire extinguisheand Jenkins useSabre Red Cell
buser, and (3) any constitutional claim based on Roy’s refusal to &llmatmarto
use the phom These claims ardDISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE. The
Defendants’ motion for summary judgmenDENIED with respect tdhe Eighth
Amendment excessive force claims based on Roy’s alleged use of a fire extinguisher
to sprayChatmann the face and Jenkins’ alleged assanlChatmarmn the hallway
by slapping him andsprayinga chemical agent in his fac&hese claims are
REFERRED to the magistrate judge for furthetopeedings.

DONE the23rdday of September, 2019

-—A&u-o J’Z-Hw-—__

ABDUL K. KALLON
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




